the concerns of the writers of those compositions, but we cannot claim to outline all of their 
concerns, on the one side, or to explain why they chose not to work on other Mishnah-sentences 
besides the ones treated here. But as to the program of the compositors, that is another matter: 
from the choices that they made (out of a corpus we cannot begin to imagine or invent for 
ourselves) we may describe with great accuracy the kinds of materials they wished to include and 
the shape and structure they set forth out of those materials. We know what they did, and that 
permits us to investigate why they did what they did. What we cannot know is what they did not 
do, or why they chose not to do what they did not do. People familiar with the character of 
speculation and criticism in Talmudic studies will understand why I have to spell out these rather 
commonplace observations. I lay out an argument based on evidence, not on the silences of 


evidence, or on the absence of evidence — that alone.) what demands attention, and what 
does not. Our outline has therefore to signal not only what passage of the 
Mishnah-tractate is discussed, but also what is not discussed, and we require a 
general theory to explain the principles of selection (“making connections, 
drawing conclusions” meaning, to begin with, making selections). For that 
purpose, in the outline, I reproduce the entirety of a Mishnah-paragraph that 
stands at the head of a Talmudic composite, and I underscore those sentences that 
are addressed, so highlighting also those that are not. 


It follows that the same evidence that justifies identifying the Mishnah-tractate as 
the structure (therefore also the foundation of the system) of Yerushalmi-tractate 
before us also presents puzzles for considerable reflection. The exegesis of 
Mishnah-exegesis is only one of these. Another concerns the purpose of 
introducing into the document enormous compositions and composites that clearly 
hold together around a shared topic or proposition, e.g., my appendix on one 
theme or another, my elaborate footnote providing information that is not required 
but merely useful, and the like. My earlier characterization of composites as 
appendices and footnotes signalled the fact that the framers of the document chose 
a not-entirely satisfactory way of setting out the materials they wished to include 
here, for large components of the tractate do not contribute to Mishnah-exegesis 
in any way at all. If these intrusions of other-than-exegetical compositions were 
proportionately modest, or of topical composites negligible in size, we might 
dismiss them as appendages, not structural components that bear much of the 
weight of the edifice as a whole. Indeed, the language that I chose for identifying 
and defining these composites — footnotes, appendices, and the like — bore the 
implication that what is not Mishnah-commentary also is extrinsic to the Talmud 
of the Land of Israel’s structure and system. 


But that language served only for the occasion. In fact, the outline before us will 
show that the compositions are large and ambitious, the composites formidable 
and defining. Any description of the tractate’s structure that dismisses as mere 
accretions or intrusions so large a proportion of the whole misleads. Any notion 
that “footnotes” and “appendices” impede exposition and disrupt thought, 
contribute extraneous information or form tacked-on appendages — any such 
notion begs the question: then why fill up so much space with such purposeless 
information? The right way is to ask whether the document’s topical composites 


